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* This study i"^ an analysis of the ^opinions of 13 
client groups concerning the Harrison? County Teacher Education Center 
(flCTEC).. a9d>>is_a_§eguel to a previous ^study^^his study concentrated 
on twc;ina|jor questions: (ij 'what ai^e the opinions of 13 client groups 
about th^, percei^d needs for the HCq?.EC; and (2) how 4o these client 
groups diffei^ in their opinions of the needs of the HCTEC, The data 
was 'obtained from the ansjwers to 34 guestion-s given by the ^-13 client 
._^gxou'ps in the previdus stju'dy*,' The Fishfer Least Significant Difference 
Formula vas used to analyse tlra^data*- The re^sults of this study ' . 
revealed that the existence ' of Hj^^-ce^ter . to , perform a vide variety of v 
important functions in HarrisonyGounty • s educational structure 
elicited a 'strong /.positive rea^ti^it from all group§ surveyed. ' . 
Further, t|iere was* a strong homogeneity among all groups, indicating 
unanimity of. opinion. The most notable exception to* this patteirn yero 
college supervisors, ^hose functions of/ a teVcher centel: tBat 
elicited the highest and , the ' lowesjt homogeneity are given. The auth^ 
' recommends that a larger, more coioprehensive study be done^ ^ * 
'"preferably one involving all seven centers in the state of West 
Virginia, Tables are included. Appended are tlie survey instrument - 

terms and the.iS^d?^f ini^ions?, (RC)' ^/-^^ 
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Thrs^ p^be3>, a sVjie signed to. serve .as a sexjuel-^x^o *; 

.a/stuay^ccKplet^ in 1975 "by H'ubeTt H^" Gainer. This study "~ 





was :en1^^i,t;le'Q V'The.,Hai*r;lsoii County Teacher EducatioA-^^Center, 

as Percfeiveci-by Thirteen' Client Groups*'. 

The p^iiier ^pajie^^^cused oh 3^4 , questions whieh 

were-suasw^red-'by the laembei^s ^6f" l3'' cXi^nt groiaps serVed by ' 
>' . '^^ ^ - ^ . , ' •! ^ 

HaiTrison CountY Teacher Education Center. The eDSpMsi;5 

.was on the analysis oi"- F-test and t-test data ort the mean 

scores .pf"^ the v^\pus grdulps or each of the 34 .questions. 

^v^^;-^^ A-xotaplete profile of* the isntire prog^ct from 

oh^ desigji 6f '^he- assessment^instrument to' the final con-/^ 

.\ ^ ' , \ '\ ^ ' ' ' ^' 

clu9i9i^s drawn can.';^e found inN;;the \GcLift^r report\ Thus 

tills paper will not make exfen^"\m' comment's on the sub- 

,5^^ ' pf » ett. ^Svtructur e andvde ^igr 

<^ ^'Sri^f ly^stated^, the report was' "ah" initial 

-attempt tfyt^he Harrison Coynty .Teacher Educ^tioiv^^ to. 

'carry ^ out- /a-,^a^^^ ^f4st. Virginia teacher educatiSit' 

, ^\ ^ ^-<.J\ . . ' ■ " \ ^ ' ' . ' 

/.center s. b p heir; ^supe.r vising ageAcy, -th^ 'V/estr Virginia Statue 

*-Dep^rt;beat dT\EdU'datiou.''; The i mandate "caviled' *f or an^ in-dfepth 

^ie^ds^ asse'ssir^ent'''cov.erin^ .^11 ^client' groups served in order ^ 

- , ' J ' . ' ' ^ ^ . ' \ • 

,to 'det-ermihe the direction cent^r^rogjrams should^take. 

^ ' TJhe' Harrison County Teacher* Education Center v/as . 




-'^*^initi£Lted in 1971 and .is. one of sev.eri such\centfers in West 
Vir^^ ^Sinoe its inception the . cent ei:>^ had a posi-" 
t,ive img^^ on all facets of teacher education in^north 
central Wesc Virginia, 




Xt serves the Harrison Counjty public sphodl 
system^ v/hix^^'^'enrclls over loQOO studsnts and employs 
'''Tieai^y^^ teachers. The center is multi-Institutional in 



natui^e^ .serving and drawing resources 



from six colleges and. 



ur^iversities. These institutions ar6):* AlderSo'n-Brpaddus, 



DavirS and "Elfcina, 'Fa^r^^t ji^^a*^^;^ 

Vesleyan collegesyand West Virginia -UmrVersity. 

Thi's^jpiect amplifies -the Gainer study by util- 

' izirig^the-same data with a different emphasi^ It comcen- 

^^ates on two jnajor questions: 

^ are the opinions of^il^S^]^ grou^ 

""^-.--^-abou^tlie perceived needs^ 





2. ^ d 



As stated, 




ntrgrdu ps dif fer in their 
oJ the HCTEC? ^ 



er paper was on 



. F-r€est and t^ti^Bsfr^-dafe-a-perf-o-me^fc^ the <?lie' 




^,^.--lnean scores. , This paper employs the Fisher Least 
DigniJ^icant Differenae (LSD) Formula^, applying i 
n^^scores^ Analysis^"oF3d^ta- is performed 




v iewpo int-.- 




The hope is ^^at these t}to__£ro jects c^a serve ' 

ill cul- . 



as in initiatory step \to a larger-4eri5i^i^'w!u:c&r 
minate in the regular, Systematic ap]>lication of an improved 



rieed^ assessment'/ for all clxent^^grou; 



otlier 'teacher education ^ c6nters^iI^1l^ 



to those 
from this 



thi 



~^aye been^taken /to set this prOgass^iirmotion.^^ 




s ^afid all 
nia. Steps 
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V 



ANALYSIS OF 





respondeQf on a 



Each question vvas fecc 
5«i;«3^'2-l scales; with 5 being the highest^ating. Each 

was pr^efaced by~-the state^fe?it ^'A center should--'"i 
meanlni^:^l;at 3_vOO is essentially UrC'^'neul^^ilZ^point in 
terms of the r^s^ondenK^roup' s perceived rtWd^..^-^ . ^ ^ 

' The £"irst of 'the^Vre-i:tSQ^arch questions tbi^ 
paper deals with asks "W-hat are the opinionsSof the 13 
C'lient groups ^bout. the 'perceived needs for the Harrison 

- ' A - ' 

County Teacher Educaft-ion Center?" • ' • • 

~- A look at the group meaa^ scores reveal? that all 

34 questions scored' a positive overall mean, ie over 3.00. 
In fact, a'll but three of the 34 composite" mean^S were- not 
only over 3.00;, but wer:e actually over 4.00. The implic- 
ation is that sll groups felt a strong need for an organ- ' 
izatlen such as a teacher education center .to carry out a 
large number ocf apparently .badly neededm'unctions. 

The -tHree lowest overfill m,eanslwere stili well 
xip in tlje/bositivfe range, af3.74, 3 . 8^?^d .3 • 97 . They -.„. 

vere compiled as follows: \ ' ' 

'\ 

Question 12: ♦^•••provide prospective te^c^ers wi'th the 

ni opportunity to participat<in\ a wide variety 

3./4 . . clinical enrichmeot experiences in 

■ c oTMnunity agencies".. \ ^ ' 

Question 11: T* ^.encourage an.-interchange i^f personnel 
T ' ^e^en; Colleges and public schools, such 

Xs joint aiipointm.ents; and inte^rnshigs" . - ' 

4^ •• — — ^ 

Question 22: " --Tassist in the develo^meftt and ihitiation 
^ an ' o-f i^ew and changing ro^s fo-^* teach-ers "^nd 

&o liege personnel in teacher^ducation, such 
a^s school-based teacher educ'aliion coordinators 

' , " ' !•''*' . " ■ 

, ' p * ' . * 



ERIC 



f 



6n the other' hand, the highest means were found 
as roiidvi^^>^eginning aF'^^igh^.of 4.52. ^ ' . ; ^ J. ' .\ ' 

Question 10 continuous program 'evalu-afeiipn to facil- 

, cr. itate desireable change"" ■. 

Question 15: •^enc^ui^-e.coopera:ting teachers an^ stjident :] 
; / A teachers to plarr,^te^ich, evaluate together ' ^ 

4-45 ^ as a team". . • . ^. . ^ ; 

.'Question 29: "-•••conduct inservice progjrams which_h^p 
/ teacher educators keep ab^aast ofn^rrent 

' trend's in teacher education".- 

Question 24: ".•'• •promo te^ mutual trust- and ctjnfide^-*^ 
.... ' coileges. and public -ichools'V. 

Question 21: .select ^pppperatang^lfgfchers . 
^, ; M * " accept- their student ^teachers as profess- • ^ 
^••^•^ ipnal colleajgues"*' - 

Thr-ee 'otiWr -questions scored Veil. 'They in^volyed 

providing inse.rvice educatioi?> for cooper^T^igr^eacKers^^ 

making availableCse^iected te-acher. edu^^atioh^resQurc^. 

Katerials", and promoting a partnership philosophy between 

cblieges and put)lic schools in teacher educationr:v' 




An examinjti(ift-5 of the 34 ^ 13 .o-r , 442 individualL " 



' group means^Sg'ain reveals^ an overwhe'lming 'ma jarity.. of. 
oosit'ive 'respS^nses. ■ A, total .of 419 scores wer^e d^er 3;.O0, 
11 Were" exact>ty^3.00 and j)nly 12 were negative, ie"~^nder,. 3-.|00 
• -Xlt is interesting to examine ^^^^roups which,> *' ^ 
^"S^^^^^^Ss^mJ^^ . t W lowest means. Group three', .90 liege ,super- 
- visors,' hatf five^ 'neiltrkl and six negative ^eafts, ll" of 



the^2^'' total. Two other groups tied with five "nonr-positive^" 
' means^ These 'were, group fiVe,. central 6ffice supervisors' - 



and^riup nine; community fnejnSfers. ■ Th^s gav-e those 't?ir?e 



"rfouDS 21 of/ the -total 23 lo'^ me'^n scores*. 




Four groups are of .vital intei^e^t 



teache] 



education qe^iter* - They are: student .teacher s^^ (2) ; co 
supervigc^rs.. (3) ; center go>e^ailce' board (12) ,; 
supervising teachers (I3)r^ .^^ 

This data fbund.memberB~-~-^r^^rt>up 12, the centlr 
governance board, scoring' highest o^rall* All 34 of tpis 
group's 'ineajisH^re over 4.00, 'and 25 of ^Bherri were ov^k^JO 
S'his a^ppears significant since^many gover^hance board inpnibers 
..are college faculty representatives, * a[nd the re^^s^nse'|^f 
groiip. 13, 60/llege supTrvis&rs, contracted, starkly 'Wlitn''' 
those of the gavernance b'oard. "ghe college:,superv-isots~--s«aj5e<l^ 

00, 



lowe^ overall, « wit'h six means~lmde-r 3.00, 2p> under 
afid only fiv'e over 4.50. 




/• Student' teachers ^^^S^ugervi sing teachers dcorW 
very similar- totals* Each had only six questions under 4.00 ♦ 

A "mean of * the mean^",'ie overall -raeah, was.\ 
.calculated 'for/ each separate^' group* They were^^^:^^follo\r^^ 



4.56 (Center , Governance Board) 

4»33 (Student Teachers) 

4.20 {Supervising Teachers^ ^ 

3 . ( Co lie ge . Supervi so r s ) 



Grdup 12 
Group 2 
Group 13 
^ Group 3 

Once again ^a,ll scores were welJ^ withiaji, the gositive. 

«> • 

^ange, indicating^a favprable perception t;.oward th§ center* s , 
.performance of air 34 funjj^i^s. This trend; held true ^ 
St^J^^tQut .the data/ yntbh Ye'ry'^f^w exceptions. Nearly 95/^ 
of the po^siBle 442 responses v?ere* positive. sThe opinions 
appeat^to, be extremely favorable to the existence of thp 
center* 
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' ^ v\ " ^ The second ^r6^earch qu^,tiQ% pertinentTto this^ 
spudy is "Ho\r do these j:lient groups 'dl^i^Per in, their, 
opinions of the needs of the 'Harrison County. Tea<:he*r 
*SducatiOyn. C'enter?'* ^ . * , ^ " ' 

V / - ^^orae of the preceding analysis^has .alreadyv.,dealt>, 
with thi^ q4^^1ori. .^The Fisher LSD Formula sheds moi:e^ 
^ight .on the^J^esiiidn^'^^Ixe^ have been '^ranged^J^or 

each .questioni ln tabled foi: easy analysis/ vjf he ^scores 
are arranged from left* to right^in ascending order. Any 
two*e:rouT3S whose^ score on the question isr^homogenfeous 

. ' - . ;^ • ■ A 

(not srgfiificantly different according to the LSEr artalysis; 



are connected bjf "a common underline. - ^ ■ >■ Xv,„y 

i ',^*/- • ■ '"^ "' ^ ' ' , ' 

'. Briefly staged, a 'large percentage of ■ the data ' 

i^ homogeneous. ^. For the 34 . questions' and IVgroups t'hej'.e 

v;ere\a jjossible- 2652 pairs,, of* ^groups, each of which could. 

be n0n^iiO3aogeri'feous. ^Ohly-^l^^coabinations were actually 

significantly different. This meahs^^^at over 73^ of the 

scor^es are homogeneous>^ ie not -signific&itly ctiffe rent,. 

* % ' ' \ 

'/ \ The' high.-. degree of homogeneity .becomes evsen more 

'impertant when l\f is coupled v/ith the previously stated ^ 

/ 1 ■ ' ' " \ i 

I hi gri^ degree of posit i,veness in almost all* the responses. 
'Fhe\wo fact(Srs taken together' appear to signify that 
all groups agree that 'a center is needed to .perfgrm 
$ large number of vital fijrictidns. _ ^ , '\ * 



It is instructive^olexamine tiieJx^itestions which 

» * *\ * ^ ^ 

crBated the greatest homogeneity, and ..also those which provoked 

• the '^^east Jiomogeneity . Each question gener^C'efi pairs of f 

means, each of which could differ by a signill^ieant amount. . 

By this standard a great deal of ho^nogeneity was 

'exhibited* No question compiled more^than,36 pairs of signif- 

icantly different means, which still left 545^ of the responses 

3 homogeneous. There were as many as 77 ht^mogeneous pairs on ^ 

a' single question. The average was 57 per question, or 73f^> <^ 

homogeneous respoiises. . « • 

The most hobogeneou^ questions occurred as follows; 

.Questipn 21: Select cooperating teachers who will accept their 
ii;07')'>^^ student teachers' as professional y^ol'Xeagues. 

'XT":-.:... ' ' i.. ^ ' "\ ^ ^ ' . 

*V^^tion„..:3.9: .Provide cooperating teachers witl^ inservice , 
* training designed to enhance competencies to 
X. ^ ^supervise a student teacher. 

Question 6:^. Have parity participation. from the state department, 
(69) • " schooJL' systems and colleges in the financial support 
of the center in accomplishing "its functions. 

i ^ I 

Question 22: Assist in the development and initiation of new and 
(67) ' changing roles of teachers and college personnel an 

teacher education (^uch as school-based teacher \^ 
^ 'Education coordinators^^ 

Question 34: . Encourage the identification* of the role of school- 
(6*5) ^ based coordinator in schools where d concentrated 
number of prpspective teachers are placed. ^ 

Other questions which generated high homogeneity,', 

inV©4ved holding inservice .programs for both college and public 

N * ^ \ ' - • * 

school 4!&,cult;y (64), encouraging the interchange of ^personiiel' 

between ,publit schools and colleges (64), coordinating the selec- 

tion of the most competent cooperating teachers (63), and help- . 

ing teachers ke«p abreast of current trends ifli education. ' 




On the other hand, the least homogeneous questions 
were revealed as follows : * • 

V 

Question 33: Make available' selected -teacher education resource 
. (42) materials in those schools which- participate in 

the clinical program. • . - ^ ^ 



Question 12; 
(45) , 



Provide prospective teachers with the opportunity 
to participate in a wide variety of clinical 
enrichment experiences in community ager^cies* 

Question 8: Provide the pre-student teacher with a great'fer 
(4-5) variety of public school experience prio.r to 

student teaching* ' . * 

Question 30: Encourage involvement of college personnel .who can 



(47) 



Question 23 
(48) 



furnish support .and expertise in all areas 
pertaining to teacher education. 

Encourage in its insfervice program cooperating 
to use a variety of Reaching techniques and ' \ 
strategies. ^ 



Other controversial questions conceited augmenting 
the skills of cooperating teachers through inservice programs (49) » 

helping implement changes in the public "scViools (5'0), 'encouraging 

V ' ' ' 

collfeges to "collect and share evaluative data on student teacher 

sh<:,ce\ss through follow-up surveys (50), and, providing exper- 

iences\iO foster personal and prof essiona'l growth for both 

^ . X i ■ ■ ■ ' : 

student teachers and cooperating-teachers. (51) • ^ 



, \ ^ A more detailed analysis was run on the homog- 

eneit\ of the four principal client groups, 2,3»12, and 13 • ' ^ 
These are student teacher^, college sugervisors, center govern-''^ 
ance board and supervising teachers respectively. 

^The four groups showed 204 pairs of means on 



the 34 questions. Only 57 of these pairs were non-homogeneous, 
meaning, that the groups were homogeneous in pairs qyer l%io pX 
the time. Ten questions had all pairs homogeneous, while seven 



^stions had all pairs homogeneous, 
more showed only one he.terogeneity . Thu& -17 (half) of the 



questions exhibited little or no significant ?Lif f eren^est. 

, Even more revealing is the fact that 47 of the 
57 sigr^if icantly different responses* involved group thr^e, 
collegd supervisors. This group was a part of over 62^ of the 
non-homogeneous pairs. They disagreed .with group two 15 times, 
grou^ 12 17 times and group 13 15 times. ' - . 

The" o^ther ^hree groups exhibited -remarkably 
homogeneous perceptions of ^he ^needs of the '^teacher education - 
center. All three were homogeneous on 26 of the 34 questions, . 
or 72.5fo of the questions. A summary of the various combinations 
reads as follows: . 

1. Groups 2 and 12: homogeneous on 30 questions (88.2%). 
2;.^ Groups 2 and 13: homogeneous on 31 questions (91.2?b). 
3. Groups 12 and 13: homogeneous on 31. questions (91.2%). 

• A clear cohclusioh is that the student teachers, 
center governance board and supervising teachers ^ere in agree- 



ment over 90% of the timeXwhen college supervisors are not 
considered. This has been true 'of attitudes tpward centers , 
by college personnel in general in n^pst research tQ date. 



/ 

/ 



CONCLU^ION^^ RECOiV#i£NDATIONS 

The major coacausions £rom these data relative 

to^'fie. two ^ocal research questions have already been stated* 

Briefly, they xeveal that the existence of a center to perform 

a wide variety of important functions in Harrison County _ 

educational structure elicited a strong, positive reaction 

^rom all groups surveyed. Further, th^re wa'^ a fetfrong 

• ' ' . ; / ■ ' 

homogeneity among all groups, .indicating unanimity ofy opinion. 



The most notable exception to this* pattern l^as 
group three*, college supervisors. This group was involved in 
184 of the 718 significant .differences. An average -share would. . 
Ji,av^ been less than h^if" that number. Group three differ^ from ^ 
the other groups"^ a significant amount l84 .of 408 p^ible 

''^ On the other hand the remaining l/ groups differed 
significantly from each other only 534 of 2244 possible -times, ^r 
23.854. This is tiarely more than half as often as they differed 

o 

from group three • ' ^ 

. * ^ ^ The jobvious conclusion is that. a center, vrhich is 
a consortium built on sha^red decision-making and parity, may well 
create some concern among college personnel* because of xts 
perceived incursion into' what they consider their , territory*. 
This would seem to deliver a clear message to anyc^ne implemerv^rdjrg^ 
such a consortium: cdilege personnel need' to be carefully ^ 

recralted* and oriented to'^the non-threatening laspects of 

'• ; - " ^ - . 

participation in a, center, along with the 'resultant benefits. 



' This conclusion seems to be -reinforced by thQ 
more positive and more homogeneous results of the other groups 
Sqme of those members were also college personnel, not?ibly on 
th3, center governance board/ However, they^were more involved 
witi^^ and infaxmed about the center than were the supervisors. 
This may account for the, difference in responses. 

Like any small^ initiatory study, this project 



needs to be amplified* and tested .on a larger- scale in order *to 
corroborate any findings and conclusions. 

ThereTore the primary recommendation arising- 
^.ffom phis study is that a larger, more comprehensive study be ^ 
done, Wfeferably one involving all seven centers in the ^^te^ 

of WesA Virginia.^ This type of project should gOy far toward 

\ ' ' 

establishing the true validity of this study and the questions 

it involved^ ^ It should also serve as a- unifying agent for the 

seven centers, showing the commonality of perceptions among 

all client \ groups around the" sta^te* ' Since each of the seven 

centers is Unique and* wide variations in operational style 

exist a study Buch as this migTit tend to provide a sta^tewide ' 

direction fori all centers* 
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'^X.;'^<^p''-V]^^ -.4?^ 2 ^ ' % • -9 13'!' 11'- -1"^' ./l 3 5.i::^i_a2 • 
: • ■' .^J^l ■ 4ylCViK.^0 4.2 0 4..~35 4.50 4. 54 4.57 5.00 5.00 5.00^5TG&w 



4;.':"' ; ' .v>v 



/' 2, QROUP- 3 •"'2 7 10 ■ ''9 '4 13 .6 12 . 5 8 
'I'EAN • 31 00 3.6a3'.60 3 .6 6.3 .80" 4. OQ^ .12 4.28 4.28 4.40 4.40 4..5O 4-54 
LSD = 0.77 ' ■ • ' 



GROUP 7 ' 5 IGf , 11 " '4 - 13 8 . 2,' l" 6^ ^ 9 "12 3, 
jilEAN • 3. 50 4.00 4.Q0 4.12 4.18'-4.21 '^.45 4.50 4.. 78 4.80 4.80,4.8^-5.00 
LSD = 0.75 . — ; . , ■ • V . ■ , • , 




> \ 



A- 



4.1 GROtfpT 10. .7 11. .5r '4 ll2/:.-8 2 . 9. 5 1 13 v6 -3 
i.,MEAN >.. 33 3.^55 3.87 4.X)Q .4.M 8-4V3.3 4-36 4; 60 4.6O 4.64 4.64 4.80. 5. pO 
-LSD = 0.87 . ' ' " . 



\ 



5. -'Gk)UP' y 3 .10 •'- ^ ' l.-.^?:,, 2 9 -13 11- 4 / ,0 , 12 

KEAH 3 . 00 3."33'>.33' 3.60 3. '^5 4/00-4.10 4.2 0- 4 . 28 4.31 4 .A2 4-45 4 . 60 
■■ LSD =.0.91- ' " — ^ : " — 1 . t- . 



■-.6. 'GROUP 3 "-^lO 6^ * 9 . -4 11 ■■" ^ 7, rl2"v 1-3^ "1.' 8 5 
■ -MEAN . ■ .3 66 3:66 3.'gO 3.8^ 3,. 84- 3.^7-4.00 4-.00 4. 0(D -4.14 -4.28 4.36 5 . 00 

• LSD = Q.-92 ■ . ' -v.- . ^ r: 7- •>-.,.''.■ , ^ — ^ 



■ 7 .. GROUP 



9- 



10 . 11 ■ : ij' 



, _^ , _ . 6\' 1 ;'5' '12'.- 

MEAN 3. 40^3.50 3.66 3.68 3.92-4vP 0 |^..20' 4.26:''/v\V9t%.-5-0 ^•^>|A--X.70^ ^ ' 

,L§D = 0.76 , . ■ ' ' r•■^^':' '^••'t'^ :^' 

. '-8. GROUP 5 3 10 10,. . -§v '-"l3*-' 7'-. 4 > ' 1 ' ll' ,.,12 "6 

i'iA^I • a.OO -3. 00 3.20 :3.-3l 4.00! 4.iC39 4r21 4.^2 •4.,2> 4.42 4.5Q 4.50 4. 80-* 



LSD * 0.90, 



. ^5 
ERIC 




6 

00 



9-- 13" .7 . 4 \lS^12"~,8," g 11 
4.20 ^.21 4^30 4.34 4.W 4.5Q-,4.63 4'.S0 4»&7/' 



4" -^8 



.'4 .<• ^ • 13 12. \ll 



"2 ' 



10 GROUP 1^^-^ ^ 

1 ' iIeAN >^ :^ /€6 i..20^4.21'4>27 -4.3Q 4.57:4^60 4.78 4.80 A. 93 5.00., 5.;00^ 5.O9 , 

i • llSD F 0/70^= 



' .■■ i ■ 

■ ' ' " ' ' 

11'. tiROUF- •-. -^^ ^ .1,.^^^ 1 2 10 , 11 4 3- 6 \>-^ - 12/_ 11 

' MSilil"- ' ^ ;3 .jQQ-Tr30 3T35 3Jf2'3^0. 3.-66 3.87 §.92 4\00 4.20 V4 . 5Q 90 4 . 63 



LSI? = JD\92v 



12. GROUP -.j 5, 9'0 10 13 • 2^ . 4 , 1. ^^"12 .8 

^1 Mau 2. 0Q 2.§0 2.66-2.88 3. ^1 3-3 3 3'.71 3-90 3-92 4.14 4.2^ :4. 30^.36 

i LSD.= 0.95 ~ 



13 GROUP 9 10 3 6 7 "- "4 -8 13 . 5 ' - 12, li ' 2' 1 

MEAn/."2.80J^3 3.66 4.20 4.20 4.36,4.36 4.42 4.50 4.5a 4.56 4.70 4,78., L 
-• LSD = 0.70 = - — 



14 ■ G^OUP 5 ' 3 ^-IG ^ 9. 4 ' 7 11 13 i'r 6 ,12^- 
• ME AN \ ^-3. 00 3.66 3.66 3.^80 4. 07 '- 4. 10' 4. '2 5 4:.36 4.42 4.57" 4.-60 4. 60 4.70 
-^LSD = ,0.70 = — ■ — '-^ '■ '■ 



15. GROUP '5 10 11 7- '^'B^ :-3 6 - ,4 ^8 ' 1 • 12 2 9 . 

I tJisAN 3.: 5Q 4.00 4.18 4.20 4:28 4.33 4.40 l^kl 4.5,4 4.64. 4.-80^'4.9P 5;00. 

LSD = 0.77 ^ ' / ' ^ 

\ \ ' .h' - ^ > . ' ^ . 



•16' GtoUP 3 • 5 10 ■ 2 •■ '1 ' -7 ' 4 ■ 11 .. 8' ^12 ,13 6 9, 
kIam 2.C0 3. 50 3.66 4.10 4.21 4.22 4.28 4.31_406 4,. 5 0,4.64 4.80 5.00 
LSD ='0.90 ' " 1^ — . 



kIaW^ 3. ^0 ^^33 3^?1 3.72 -' 4.00 4.00 4.10 4^1 8' 4.30 4.!q.4..42 4^5 0- 5. §0 
• L5D = 0.91 '~' — ■ ' / ' - 1 
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18'. .'GROUPi . 3 . ^10 



LSD = 



if. GROUP 
I • i4SAN 



3 .^10 7 13 6 9 4-' $ « "11 12 ,--2 -1. 5 
'^^L^ 3.66.3;8Q- 3.8 5 4.20-4.20 if. 23 4.2? 4.31 4.50 4-60 4.78 $.00. . 
0.83 - ^' . . . ' • • - , . 



< 



13 



6 10 11 



8 <^ 1. -5 ,12 



LSD ='0.83 



- 3. 70 3.85 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.20U.31 4.33 4.°36 4.$0 4.$0 4.60 %,B0 



26>^Ga0UR\ - 10 • 11 5 6 7 

MEAN I 3^r 6-6-^3^93 4.00 4.00 4.00 4 



1 ^ ' 
.3.3 4.3^, 4, 



4 8 2 , -1, ' 9 , 
44 4.63 4.70 4.71 4.80 4:80 



LSD =10.78 



2i. GROUP 

. LSD = 0.81 



/ ^ • 

10 6 8 '4 3 13 U .-^9. 5 7 1 , 2 12 . 
4.00"4.2Q 4-;27.4.31 4.33 4.35 4.37 4.4P 4.50 4.-^0 4.64 4.70 4.|90 



22\, \ GROUP 2 9' 3 10- -6 I..3, > • 4 TL3 a,.'. 11 15 '51 
! ■ MEAN . I ' 3 . 40 3.60 3.66-3.,.66 3 /80 3.85 3.90 4.00 4.00 -4. 18 4.25 4.3 0 5 ^ 
'^ISD = Q/80' ■• • - ^ cV-- ' . ■ ' . ^ 



■ % in- 

23.J -^^GROUP; 

■ ^ • MEAN 
LSD = Cf. 



3 10. • 7 6 13' ' li - .4 "1 12 2 8- 9' 5 
^2..3i- 3. 33- 3.70 4^0 0,4.14 4.18 4.26 4.»57 4.60 4.70 4^.72 4. SO 5.OOI 



24. 



, GROUPv 



3 '10 



7- .11 { 



4^ 12 ,"-r8 



13 



6 ^ 



I/i^AN I ^. 00- 3.33 3.77 4.25j4:|b 4^.^40 4.50,4.60 4.'60 4;63 4.64 4.64 4.80 
LSD =.0.77 



7 



25. VGROUg.!' ^3 -,' ? -10 7 -'4 - 2-- 1. ^6 11. 13 8 12 5, 
.MrWr'2<WiiQ 3.66 3.90 4.18 4.20 4.35 4.40 4.46 4.5O 4.54 4.80 5.00 

■T.Ar.>%h'.77 y ^ ■ .: • — I — ; 



26 



. .G^( 



JP, 



3' ao 6 ..13' 



9 



12 . 8 



WM\- •-.3 . 33 3. -33 4.0Q 4.14^.20 4.^0' 4.28 4.36 4.5Q 4.- 5.0 4.70 4.81 5.00' 



ERIC 



' LS/D = 9'.'7 



IB. 



•7 ** 



•27 . GROUP > , 10 7 9 <L3 1 4 11 3 6 - jB 2 12 • 5 
MEAN 3 -33 3 .^0 4.00 4.0? 4.28 4'.31 4.31 4.33 4.40 4.45 4.50-4.70 5.00 
LSD = 0.74 ■ ■ 



'28. GROUP 9 10 1 7 , 11", 2 3' 4 8 6 13 12 5 
MEAN 2 .60 ,3.33 -4.00 4i00 4.06 4.20 4.33 4.36 4.36 4.40 4.42 4.50 5.00 
LSD = 0.83 • = = . . =r— 



29. 'GROUP 10\ 3 7 9 11 13 1 4 8' 2 12 . ...6',- — -5^.. 
MEAN 3. 33 4.00 4.00 4.20 4.37 4.42 4.50 4.52 4.63 4.70 4.80 4.80,5.00 
LSD = 0.74 >^ • ■ n 



30,' GROUP 3 10 7 13 4 1 11 12 8 2 ^6\ ^ 9 5 * 
MEAN 3. 33 3-33 3.60 4.00 4.21 4.42 4.60 4.60 4.63 4..^8Q 4.8O/4.8O 5.00 
. LSD = 0.76""^ '■ — ^ — ' ^ ^ > 

* T 7" I 

31>. GROUP 9 10 . 7 2 i 13 4-12 3 .8 11. \ | 6 5 
: I4EAN. '3: 00' 3.33 3.60 4.00 4.07 4. 07 4.26 4.30 4.33 4.54 4.56 4.80 5. 00 

"LSD =0.78 ■ ^ — ! 

■ — ~ — — I . 



32. -GROU? 3 . 7 10 9 2 12 13 "4 11 1 6,8 5 
MEAN 3. 00 3.00 3.33 4.00 4.10 4. 10 4.14 4.28 4.31 4.35 4.4014.63 5.00 
LSD = 0.88 ■ — ■ • 



33 . . GROUP '3 5 10 ■ 7 9 4 12 2 13 . 8 ; 1 ; 11 6 
MEAN 2.66 3. 50 3.66 4.00 4.20 4.3 6 4.40 4.5 0 4.50 K.^k ^ 4.71 4.?5 5.00 
' LSD =0.59 ' ~~\ — 



34.' GROUP 7 1 9 J 3 IQ- 2 13 \l ^ - 4 12 8 ^ "6 5 
MEAN 3. 60 j.60 j3.66 J<g6 3. 80 4.00 4.12 4.21 4.23^_4A0 4.45 4.60 5. 00 
LSD = 0.85 ' 
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DANIEL B, TAVLOi) 
STATC SU^CAINTCNOCKT 

or scHoots 
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I^EMORANDUM 




TO; ^ Selected, Person^ 
FROM: . J. Zeb. WrigKt • 
SUBJECT: Teacher. Education Center Needs Asaess^ment 



DATE:- 



March 7, 1975 



Great strid^ h^ve been made in furthering the teacher educatipji jcenter concept . 
'in West Virginia. Our State was among^^the' first, if not the^ first, t<x,create/a 
state\i^ide network of penters. Certainly^ our centers are ath6ji| tJie f ew. l.n . the 
nation r^eceiVing special funding from a^^state l,egislatuij«;/\£ach of th^^^ 
is a serfti- autonomous consortium of l^cal agencies insf itutfdtts cctoi|r€r;atively 
planning the major tliryst of the center, Thje organizatioitr anfl goVernan<\6 vary , 
among the centers in the StaU. At this^ time tKe c^^fefers' staJE^J5..apd 'the.« \ 
Dep^irtment of Education are attempting to define ppmrnoiiaj-i ties ip^illl centers 
and to determine jointly the needs toward which .centers .will dir^ect their major * 
future efforts, . . ; ,t • ' 

A number of key words relatingto Teacher Education Centers have beeo identified 
In the attached ''Definition of Terms" at the' end 6f; this'' opinionnaire.^^. 

The attached Assessment MoJel for West Vlrgini^^.Teach^x Education Centers vaa 
developed under the leadership of ^the Department of ^Ediication by all the centers* 
direct6rs. * You have been s-elected tb participate in the field testing of the . 
assessment instrument . We ask thatl^ou cpmjilece th^ questiongaire within *fiye 
days and return'*^.t in the enclosed '^'elf-addtessid envelope to: 

priir, »tancy J* PMit>«c ^ 
1 ^ plftcior^ Harrison County 

Studtnt Teaching Ctnttr ' 
, Harrison County Court Houtt 

aovWf^ Maln:^trttt " 
ClafktlHirQ, WHt Virginia 26301 . ^ 
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' Needs ?\ssessinetnt fpr Teacher ^d^ation Centers in West Viirginia 



\ 



Listed belcw ,are f odrteen categcaries of .influential groups from vtoi 
•^'^^^^are seeking opinions. Please. circle the number in front of tlie category 
vhioh best af^lieS ^toyou and fill in the Blanks tor thalt category, Thfen, ' 
pl6^se rate each of the .thirty^four items/ Circle the nmiber v|iich ccaies- 
\pords with your percepti'dns as to ''Mliat a t^sacher education caiter should \ 
"hem West Virginia" with re^5ect to various^ fuiptions^aria activities that 
shoilld^be involved ^in a teacher edacation c^t^; ^ * \ 



\ 



, 1* ci^ssrocxn teacher active in an established Teacher Education Center • 



13. 



Subject area^ 



2. ?^re-student tea'che?*:. Allege 

3. StOdent Teacher: College 



Years e35>erienc8^ 
_Subject Area 



Subject Area' 



College 



_Sii)ject Area^ 



4r* QDllege si^)ervisor of student, teadaers: ' • ^ 

Subject^ Are a Education Departments 



^» County administrators (superintendents, directors, etcS) 
6. ' (jtounty supervisors/specialists . , 



7. College adnmustrators (deans, etc.) ^ 

8. Elanentary Schoor Principal ' 

9. Secondary School Principal ^ 

10* (MTTBC ONLY) School-Based Cooftiknators 

11. RESA Director 



12\ cpounty ^ency (scouts, county councils, Job Corp?, etc.) 
l^tate Departrnent* ^ <^ . , ' ^ 



14, Center Dirge tors ai^ Staff 



*0 



o ^'TOE center SHOUIK: 

^ ^* ' (JCtgh) (Iw^ 

: I V 1. Provide a 'program of inservice education for cooperating / 5 4 ^3-^2 1^ 
- • ^ ^ teachers vMch will augment their skills in working with 



the l3ea;cher educa-^n centers. 



2. Serve as ^ vehicle to resolve teacher education related ^ -5 4 3 2 1 
problems/concerns between or anong colleger public 
. ' school, aixJ state department personnel thr^Ligh dis- 

^ cussion and cocpronise. ^ * . \^ 

— 3. Identify s^ard involve the most b<Sipetent and"^ qualified 5 4,32 1 

^ cooperating teachers in^ its teadier ' education .program. , ^ . 

4. ' Facilitate the assignment of student, teacKierg through a 5 4 3*2^1 
, planned^ and coordimted systan of recruitment arid , , \ , 

selection of quaUfied oxjperatiiig teach^ ' . ' 

5. MaJce student teaching assignments vAiich consider such 5 4 3 2 1 
- : fectdrs as background f training, -e3?)eriences and other 

, ^ n^ds of the stuJent teacher. , ^ ' • ^ 

• 6. Have parity participation from the state departrtent, ^ 5 4 3 2 1' 
" school systefns and colleges in the financial si:5^x>rt . ' ^ ^ 

^ of the center in acoqrnplishing its. functic«is. * , < . , 

7. Help cooperating teachers beccroe more self -analytical 5^4 3 2 1 

axKi self -critical. ' ^ . • 



8. Provide the pre-student teach^ with a greater variety 
of ^public sctool experience prior to student teafching. 



- \ 
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5 4 3 2 1 



. 9. Be so ^gainzed as to insure a flow of infornation and 5 4 3 2 1 

ccnrmiAication among all persor^ involved in teacher 
education.' ^ \ . ' 

10. Shduld continuously ^aluate its prdgram to fecilitat^ ^ ^ 5 4 3 2 1 
c desirable chacge. . . . ' 

11., Ehoourage an interchange of personnel between colleges ^ 3 2 1 

.and public schools such as joint* appointments and 
internships. . ^ ^ * • • ^ ^ 

12.' Provide prospective teachers with* the opp&rtunity to»« 5 4 3 • 2 1 

participate in^a wide variety .of clinical enrichrnqnt ^ ' * 
e:q5ef iences in pcranunity Agencies. ^ < , x 



13. 
.14. 

c 

15. 
16. 

18 



19. 

20. 
21. 
22. 

2-3. 
2%, 
25. 



Provide those 'e:q5eriences that tena to" foster personal 
and prof essional .grcwth for ^are-^student teachefis, student 
teachers, and ii)service teachers. ' 

Facilitate participation in those ej^jerienc^s that tend 
to foster personal and professional growth for preservice * 
and inservice teachers.. • / ' 

ihoDurage the cooperating teacher and student teacher to 
plan, teach and evaluate together as a team. ' 

Assign student teachers only to those schools v*iere they 
have the sipport and coc^)eration of the sctool principal* 

Have an organizatipnal structure/govenurig bocty that 
delineates its ^functions, duties, responsibilities and ^ 
lines of authority/ - 

Hftve adfequate representation, in its governing body of- 
all parties (sdiools, colleges, ^srof essional organizations ^ 
,^ statue department, fcmnunity, student teachers, etc.) 
concerned with teacher education. 

' ' ' • » 

Pro\dde coopferating teadiers vath inservice training' 
• designed to enhance cbnpetencies to supervise a student 
teacher. ^ * - 

Pranote the concept that the public schbol 1^ a partner 
with the colleges in the process of teacher education. 

Select cogperating teachers vAio will accept their student 
- teachers as professional colleagues. * . 

Assist in the development and initiation of new and 
changing roles of teachers and college personnel in 
teacher education (such as school-based teacher edycaticxi 
coordinators. ^ 

e» « 

Encourage in its inservice program cooperating' teachers * to 
use a variety of teaching techniques and strategies. 

. Pratote ntutual trust and conf idoice between colleges and 
public schools. ' 

Encourage colleges tcn^ollect and share evaliative data 
on the success of studfent teachers by enploying \ 
appropriate follow-x:p*procedures. 




(lew) 
2 1 



5 4 3 2 1 



5 4 3 

•5 4 3 

5*4 a 



2 1 
2 1 
2 1 



5 4. 3 2 1' 



5 4 3 2 1 



5 4 3 
543 
5 4,3 

a 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 



2 1 
2 1 

2 r 

2 1 
2 1 
2 1 
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0^ [ X^x(high) (la\ 

26. Be provideyi with^ the personnel require to^^ ' v 5 4 3 2 1 
prescxib^ functions. • ^ ^^^^ - 

27. Have an inservice program vrtuch is ax^)e3fcgl^vely^plam ^^\^ -3 2 1 
to meet the neec3s of both pyblic school ari2^sa)llegfe ^'\ \\ 

•personnel. ; ^ ' |> \ ^ / - ' V ' ' 

28. ' Report to colleges ^and public schools evidence suppoftingX 5 4 3^^^ 1 
^ need for changes in their pr^jaration-prograros. ^ ' \ \ 

*^ 29. Bavfe inservice prbgrams ]^icii help teacher educators keep 5 3 2 1* 
abreast of current trends in teacher educatiox>^' ' . , ^ ^ ' 

30 • Encourage involvement of college personnel who can furnish ,5 4 3 2 1 
si5>port and expertise^ in air areas' pertaining to teacher 
^ education. ' * - . ^ 

31. Share with the public school evidence supporting the need 5 ' 4' '3 2 1 
for chai^ge in their instnx±ional programs. ^ ' . 

^ 32. Cooperate with the public schools in iirplatfenting changes 5 4 3y 2 1 
in their instructicaTal progranis. 

• 33. Make available selected teacher education resource ? 4 3^ ^2 1 

materials in those schools vAiich^ participate in the 
clinical program. ' . . ' 

34. Encourage the identifrcation of the role of school-based 5 4 3 2 1 
^ ^ coordiiiator 'in schools vtere a concentrated h\Bber of 

prospective teagiiers are placed. . * ' / , . 

c "in the spap^ below/ please add and raiJc functions or needs not identified above. 

35. ' ' ^ : ^ • ' ' 



DEFINITION 0^ TERMS 



Teacher Education Center - a consortium of colleges and/or universities, public, 
school systems and the West Virginia S^ate Department of Education, o£f eying a 
program designed to'lmprove the quality of teacher ^ducatlon*^^ i 

. ■ ' , \1 • 

School GentersyCenter Schools schools cooperiatlVely identified by cbUeges and. , 
the school system, which are corwnitted to experimental t'lon and Innovation in\ 
teacher education* ^ < 

Resource Centgr for Teacher Education - designated place' which houses tefacher 
education materials and media supplied by the teachajf education center. 

Preservlce - the\^erm used to denote the undergraduate teacher education program* 

Inservlce - thje ter^^sused to identify credit or noncredlt actlvit;ies\ (Usually 
presented In btie~ school or district) designed to^ affect ^^the at^titudesi perceptions^ 
and/or behaviors of teaiiher educators while they are suc'dessfuUy enjployed. 



Clinical Experience - one of a numheic of terms' us6d describe the many activities 
of prospective J^eachers while they ate inva^-ved in supcrvlsecl expertencea iht 

Prostxpctixe Teacher - 'catidldate of teacher^^ducatl'on who studies teaching and will 
engage\in experiences in colleges, schools Na^ad /or the conitiunity^ . . 

Clas^gpms Supervising Teacher /Cooperating Teacher - regularly employed public or 
private Elementary, early childhood ^ s^Wlary teacher or a representative of a 
related community, agency who works witX sfcud^t*, teachers and provides bbservatlon 
*and supervision of these sliijdents* ^ . \ ' . ' 

School-Baseg Coord ina^tor an outs tandlngDSupervlslng\eacher who has been , 
identified ^y^chodls and colleges to coordinate teacher education programs, 
conduct seminars, for prc^pectlve teachers and establish *an educational resource 
center in each School Ge^^er for teaclger education. 



College Supervisor pefaon employed by a'college to work with clinical supervising 
or cooperating teachers and prospective teachers in. the field. 

Tutor - prospective tpacher ^ngaged in a clinical flHld eS:perl^t\ce of a^pi|rely' 
tutorial nature i^'orkimg 0|ie-.to«one or with a small grqi^p of students in a school 
setting,. ^ \ ^ . 

College Aide - prQspictlve\ea<lb^^n 'a pre-student teVcli!|^g^ clinical ' field 
experience which is more comprehensivVs than that of a tujtor 

Community Aide padaprofessional aldl^worklng^n ^ ^hool setting .on a volunteer 
'basis as part of an j^L-nstrifctional teamX ^\ 

Teacher Education anyone Involved in th\j)reparatW anddevhopment of teachers. 

Parity - implies participation in the teacher edu|:atiori^progr^)n of 'the., major \ 
agencies related to governance, operation and financial supportX 



\ 



3-7-75/rmv 



26' 



END 

DEPT. OF HE\/! 
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